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ESEA TITLE III TRI-DISTRICT COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT OF LAND 
LABORATORIES FOR CONSERVATION AND OUTDOOR EDUCATION 



SUMMARY EVALUATION 
by 

Malcolm D. Swan, Associate Professor 
Department of Outdoor Teacher Education 
Northern Illinois University and 
Project Evaluator 



CHAPTER I 

In an earlier Title III document, the writer set forth a plan and ra- 
tional for evaluating the ESEA Tri-District Outdoor-Conservation Education Project 
(Tri— District Cooperative Development of Land Laboratories for Conservation and 
Outdoor Education ). 1 The process and philosophy of evaluation at the close of 
the third project year and the termination of federal funding was the same as 
outlined at that time. 

Essentially, the purposes of this evaluation were to: 

a. review what has (]) happened, (2) been done, and (3) 
been accomplished; 

b. learn the degree to which the program has progressed toward 
its goals or objectives; 

c. find in what ways the program has been of benefit; 

d. determ in e if the program should be continued as is, expand Q -d, 
diminished, or changed; 

e. identify which of the program aspects could be recommended for 
the consideration of other schools or institutions. 

Readers of the earlier evaluation report (contained in the third 
ye - x continuation proposal) will note that the emphasis and focus of the program 
shifted during the second year to one of impact on teachers and children and 
away from the development of sites and facilities. 

Monaghan, the first year project evaluator summarised objectives as to 

", . . increase the quantity and effectiveness of conservation and 
outdoor education, to develop facilities for such education, and to 
develop inter-district cooperation for the improvement of education. 

i.Malcotm Swan "Evaluation," Continuation Grant plication i TkO- 

Vt&trict Cooperative Development o£_ Land LabontorizA joft Co^eAvation cgnd Out- 
door Education . Worthington, Ohio: Worthington Exempted Village School 

■njAtrict, 1970, p. B 1 . 
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Assuming that the conservation aspects are implicit in the educational 
Receives, the specific objectives might be briefly summarised to 

emphasize: 



1. Physical facilities 

2. Teacher involvement, training, and inter-district 
coopera t ion 



3. Public support 



,.Z 



and, of course, the evaluation aspects of the original objectives. 

At that time Monaghan concluded that teacher involvement was the 
single greatest challenge and opportunity for the program. He further recom- 
mended the acquisition of a headquarters, expansion ^ndimprovement of the 
inservice program and pointed to the need for group decision making octhe 
part^of administrators to insure inter-district cooperation and suppo.t sub- 
sequent to the termination of federal funding.. 



e Briefly, the project program consisted of the following at the close 
of the second year: 

X, Development and maintenance of a series of land laboratories, 
outdoor teaching sites, and a program headquarters. 



2. The acquisition, maintenance, and distribution of ai paratus, 

equipment, and materials for conservation and outdoor education. 



3. 



Development and dissemination of teaching mat^^ials 
units for conservation 1 r educat -Ou. 



urc« 



4. An extensive program of inservice training for teachers in 

areas of conservation, outdoor, and/or environmental education. 



5. Assignee to teachers in planning, conducting, and follow up 
of outdoor experiences. 

6. Organization and administration of a program of resident con- 
servation and outdoor education for the 6th graders in tri- 
district schools- 

7. Intradistrict and agency cooperation in the development of 
school and public concern for conservation and environment. 



Z RobeAt Mo nagk&ji, "BvaMicUion C& P/wjzct Objzc^Uve^, Con- 

fjiutstion Gfiant A^l^c^uUon £ok CopppMU'J.tL a&. LSM 

La.botuvtofU.z& jon. Con 4 eA.uati.ow and (h&tocQ . WontKLnQXon, Ohio- 

WotvCtii-ngton. £x&nptext i/iZiAgeT S chsoZ ViA&u.<i£, -79 69, p. Z. 



At that time, the project staff consisted of three fulltime professional 
staff (a project Director and two outdoor teachers), a fulltime secretary an 
supplementary parttime help. They worked out of a newly acquired headquart s 
building located at an older well established land labo ^ at ° r y i in i . the a ^; S °J: 
ing district. At that time, concern was expressed by the Evaluator aboa *; 
lack of long range planning, particularly in view of concerns b ®S* J*£ r ® 
about the continuation of the project, the apparent need for rethinking tne 
program and the lack of contact between program personnel and some teachers 
and schools. Considerable attention was given to the positive (the^e were 
many) and negative aspects of the program in the evaluation one year ago, a 
several recommendations were offered for the consideration of t^ie decision makers. 



The Third Year 

The Evaluator did not believe that the emphasis of the program should 
be shifted in the third year. It seemed as if the program b ^unthatsecond 
year was just getting under way and needed time to mature. Perhaps “ " 
greatest problems seen at that time dealt with the interpersonal rala tionships 
within th^s outdoor education staff and between them and some key admini~trat rs. 

In setting forth the thrusts and goals for the third year, the proposal 
writers indicated that these were to receive greater attention the third year: 

a. Employment of para professionals or teacher aids tc assist 
teachers when working outdoors. 



b. Development of audio-visual materials, film loops, and other 
materials • 

c. Development of displays and other materials to make the outdoor 
education center more useful* 

d. Involvement of secondary schools in the resident outdoor education 
program on a pilot basis. 

Specific activities to receive emphasis were to: 

1. increase the number of classes participating in the on-school- 
site gardening program from 75 to 120. 

2. Achieve 100 percent participation in the sixth grade resident 
outdoor education program. 

3. Initiate an environmental studies elective course at the high 
school level in al? three school districts. 

4. Decrease emphasis on development of selected school sites for 
land laboratories and increase minor development activities to 
include all school sites in the three school districts. 




? Swan , I bed. p. P. E. 59 - 64 , 
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Conduct on-school-site workshops at every school at sometime 
during the 1970-7 i school year. 

6* Replace stipend payments for attendance at outdoor education 
workshops with college credit or inservice credit. 

7. Increase involvement of the communities in the project 
activities through use of community resource personnel- 

8. Initiate a resident outdoor education program at the high school 
level. 

9. Increase public understanding and support of outdoor education 
through greater personal contact with civic and community or* 
ganizations and greater use of the mass media. 

10. Disseminate project information to other parts of the State of 
Ohio by conducting an environmental education leadership con- 
ference. ^ 

During the first half of the year the project staff continued largely 
as it had during the second year. The resignation of the Project Director at 
midyear , however, and the realization that the program might not be continued 
as a cooperative venture for various reasons resulted in what might be con- 
strued a ,f holding action 11 from that point on. Hence few of the new thrusts or 
^ls set forth in the project were initiated or realized. 



The Evaluative Program 

The evaluative program the close of the third year, with minor 
modification, was the same as that used at the end of the second year and 
set forth on pages E 9 and E 10 of the Continuation Application: 

Because of the focus of the project, its impact on these groups 
received primary attention in the evaluative program: ^1) project initiators ? 

(2) assistees, and (3) recipients. instruments were designed to measure this 
impact and to solicit the reactions of persons in these categories about various 
aspects of the program. 

a Project Initiators - Persons involved in the organization 
of the project, members of the outdoor education cO£?*ittee f 
consultants, citizens, administrators, and members of the project 
staff were categorized as the project initiators. These are the 
persons most closely associated with the project. 

The degree to which the dream or vision of these persons 
had been satisfied was believed to be of extreme importance 
in evaluation. Instruments were designed to solicit the 



^ConJU,viiiatX,on Gfiavut AppZ^ccuLLo n fioJ t T Ctwp&H/vLLvz VuvaZop- * 
ment o& Land LaboKaZon^^ ^o^ and Outdoor dtfon. Wb^fuiujton, 

IJfiZaz bJoK^iiYiQton l SchooZ Vte&uAtt $97 Q , p. 75-S0. 
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reactions and judgements of these persons about the 

values, success, or failure of various specific aspects of the 

project. They were also asked to set forth their recommendations 

about the project. 

The Assistees - The teachers and principals whom the P r oj ect ^ 
was to help were categorized as the assistees. It was though 
that if they saw the progress in a favorable light and belxeved 
it to be making a .difference in their teaching and their pupils, 
reason existed to believe that the project was on the right 
track. If most of them were negative, the program had little 
chance for success. 

Indicators o 1 the view of persons in thia category was thought 
to be the amount or number of conservation and outdoor education 
experiences being provided, use of the sites and facilities, an 
participation in the inservice training being offered. Hence, 
the decision to report this quantitative data. 



To obtain additional information, instruments were constructed 
to solicit the reactions of the principals and a sample of the 
teachers as to the values of outdoor or field experiences and 
various services offered in the program. An instrument was 
also used to obtain reactions from the participants in work- 
shops offered as a part of the project. Another instrument was 
designed to solicit teacher opirlrn about the effects of the 
resident program on pupil behavior* 

. , xhe Recipients - The children and their parents were categorized 
as the program recipients. The impact of the project on them was 
attached by: 

1. Administering the ISAIA and the Interest Inventory 
(before and after basis) to a sample of pupils in the 
resident program. 

2. Administration of these instruments to pupils in 
classes participating extensively in the project and 
comparing responses with those of pupils in classes 
not participating. 

3. Construction and administration of an opinionnaire 
to a randomized sample of children soliciting their 
opinions about the values of the resident program and 
other outdoor experiences. 

4. Administering a similar instrument to the parents 
of these children soliciting their reactions. 

5. Asking a group of children who had participated in such 
programs previously to discuss these programs, record 
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their discussion, and to ma|,l the tape directly to the 
Evaluator for his analysis.^ 

Changes in the above related mainly to the deletion of the fifth 
item under. "c" above and the return of many of the instruments to the out- 
door education secretary rather than directly to the Evaluator to sav‘>. mail- 
ing costs. 

As a supplement to last year's program, howev^ . , the Evaluator en- 
gaged a colleague who spent three days with him to the Tri-District grea 
interviewing teachers, administrators,, and others about the program. 



%waw» Ibid. p. E 9 - E !0. 

6 Ma. StuaAt Seim, faculty A A&l&tant in the. Ve.paAtme.nt o& Outdoor 
TeacheA Education , HofitheAn JUUnol* UnlveA&lty. Seim will complete u)o/tJi on 
a. Ma&teA'i PegA.ee in OutdooA TeacheA Education at NJU thl& AummeA and will 
continue towaAd the doctoAate In the &cune aAea at SoutheAn 1 Ha,vioI& UncveA&lty. 
He a&it&ted In uniting the section dealing with the Aeactlon& o& A &&Uteet>. 



EVALUATION - CHAPTER II 



PERCEPTIONS AND REACTIONS OF PARTICIPANTS 



The effect of this program upon the children it served was, 
of course, thought important in evaluation* Also important were the 
perceptions of persons directly involved with it, and those it was 
designed to assist. Hence, evaluative reactions and recommendations 
from persons in all these groups — INITIATORS, ASSISTEES, AND RECIPIENTS 
were believed necessary. 



I THE INITIATORS 



The persons most directly involved with the project (members 
of the Outdoor Education Committee* consultants who helped to plan it, 
administrators, staff members, and others) were called the INITIATORS. 
Their opinions were considered to be of upmost importance in evaluation. 

These persons had a "dream" as to what the proj ect might ac- 
complish. Each expected it to do some things and to work in certain 
ways. Others helped chart its course and some of them worked with 
it from day to day. These persons participated in decisions regarding 
objectives, ways and means, and operation. Knowing the degree to which 
their expectations were met was believed important, for if they re- 
mained enthusiastic, satisfied, and supportive after three years, Che 
program had probably been on the "right track. 1 If not, it had pcobably 
fallen short. Furthermore, these initiators probably knew more about 
the program and the perceptions of their colleagues about its values 
than any other group. 

An instrument (resembling one used in evaluating the ESSA 
Title III Outdoor Education Project in McHenry County, Illinois,} was 
constructed to solicit reactions from these persons. 

This instrument, the INITIATORS EVALUATION, was distributed 
to forty— four persons in 197Q with the request that they be returned by 
mail to the Evaluator. Twenty-nine were received. This same instrument 
was sent to 50 persons in 1971. Twenty-two were returned. In addition, 
the Evaluator intervia ad several of the persons in this category about 
the program. 

The IN: ,’XATORS commented in greater detail on the questionnaire 
items than respondents in any other group and appeared very willing to 
discuss the program, its strengths and weaknesses and to offer possible 
explanations or reasons as to why it was not being continued as a tri- 
district operation. 
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Since the comments of each person in this group were considered 
to be of upmost importance in this evaluation, the tabulations that 
follow show the way in which these persons responded to each question. 
All the comments provided in 1971 are included. The 1970 comments may 
be found in a previous evaluative report. 



ITEM I - Based upon your observations o f CHILDREN BEING TAUGHT OUTDOORS 
and participating in outdoor education experiences. , please 
respond to these questions by placing an "X" in the appropriate 
space and adding your comments in the space provided ■ 

A. Do. the pupils or students appear to respond with en- 
__ thusiasm and interest to the instruction given? 

1970 : 15 : 12 : 1_: J : 

1971 : 9 : 9 : 1_ : ”* : 

High Low 



Comments : 

Outdoor activities provide a break from the routine, thus 
creating a high interest level in these activities. 

Depends generally on the teachers as a teacher . Outdoor 
Education is a great media through which to teach any subject. 

As in the classroom there is some reluctance to respond , however , 
I have noticed that some who are not responsive in the classroom 
are more so outdoors* 

That’s how I hear It* 

X believe we have had an unusually high response to outdoor 
education programs on all levels'” K — 5 this school year* The 
enthusiasm of the staff and students has been gratifying. 

Host children enjoy the outdoors and the opportunity to learn 
about it. If handled properly this instruction can be a very 
worthwhile experience. The Tri-District people have met this 
challenge. 

Many students respond in the outdoor situation who do not respond 
to the more conventional classroom setting. This seems to be 
particularly true of less able students - 

Much better listening outside than indoors * Kids can do the 
things they talked about outdoors. 
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B Do you believe the instruction you observed outdoo rs and 
IE the field a worthwhile and valuable addition or supple- 
ment to the sch ool program? 



1970 


: 18 : 7 s 2 : 


: 


1971 


: 13 : 7 : 1 : 


: : 


High 


Low 


Comments: 






You can't really learn about the 


outdoors unless you go there. 


Many worthwhile and useable ideas that can either 
or improvised to work at any grade level. 


be used as is 


Natural setting, practical problem. 




r Hr. you believe that the type, of instruction and teaching. 

Subserved In the field and «. J>art of thle £ ESE9* 
ii^ld be encouraged and made a part of the curriculum 
at all grade levels? 


1970 


: 16 : A : 4 : 


4 : : 


1971 


: 10 : 8 : 2 j 


Is s 


U-SoVi 

•—O"' 


Low 



Comments : 

Resident outdoor education for a week should be only for sixth 
grade level. 

I think it should be made available to teachers who care to 
participate but not made an expected part of the curriculum. 

Motivation of students would be a minor problem. 

A great deal of our success seemed to be related to voluntary 
involvement* 

Based upon three years of response, and lack of it, I have no 

reservations about the above possibilities as it re a es 

the elementary schools. The secondary level has been a disa- 

pointment. Scheduling periods undoubtedly have mu ^b 

w ith this seeming lack of interest. Teachers are p ’ 

and many doing their own thing. 

It is difficult for a voluntary program to become an entrenched 
part of the curriculum. 

Seems more appropriate at the intermediate grade levels. 



3 

ERIC 
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ITEM II - 



ITEM III 



0 




Based on y our observation and the information available to 
you , do you feel that the persons that are a part of the 
Tri-District Outdoor Education Project staff are well qualified 
and equipped to hand le their responsibiliti es? 

1970 ; 12 : 11 : 5 : 1 : : 

1971 ; 12 t 6_: 3_: : 

High Low 

Comments : 

I have been very well pleased with their work. 

The range of qualificatir ; s varies with individual staff members. 
I know! Knew all thr' ->f hem. 

Dean and Bob, YES! 

Qualified and equipped. Yes! Especially our former coordinator. 
Motivation and application was sometimes lacking. 

Problem of three chiefs! 

Much of what we have received is not relevant to our grade level. 
We had more service to our schools in Westerville when Mr . Knight 
was alone. 

Responsibilities? Often late ; time schedule and organization 
are important. 



In your opinion, has there been sufficient provision made 
to acquaint teachers and administrators with this program and 
to. assist them to participate in it? 

1970 i 9 i 9 : 6 i 3 : 2 : 



1971 : 6 ; 8 : - 6 i 1_: 

High Low 



Comments : 

Follow through is lacking. Not enough communication at the 
individual school level. 

Workshops were valuable. Guidelines and the manuals developed 
are good . 

The outdoor education staff has done a good job with publicity 
and training programs. Not so good with helping individual 
teachers. 1 Q 
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Excellent in-service programs on a continuing schedule. 

There was a good idea to have a half day released time for a 
teacher workshop, but it didn't happens. 

We could have used more newsletters about Worthington activities 
to Worthington staff. We could also have used news releases to 
better advantage. 

Communication problem here too. 1 learnet --***■ numbers of 
teachers have not learned of project. 

First part of question - Yes. Second part c- quastic*- - Yes. 



ITEM IV React to the approach used in which classroom t .chert are 

merely encouraged to, utilize this program on a ?lunt_ .jjr basis 
and to integrate outdoor experiences into their igoitg pTo^vauis 
rather than to. expect or require all teacher a i all children to_ 

participate and to make outdoor and conservator . education a^ 
separate subject . 

1970 : 7 : 5 : 9 : 2_: 2_ : 



1971 : 7_: 3_: 4_: 3_: 1_: 

High Low 

Comments: 

Which do you want? This is a two part question. 

I don't feel it should be presented on a voluntary basis. 

Depends entirely on the skill of the one who does the encouraging. 
Some are great motivators. 

Some special teachers can not utilize this program. 

As mentioned in IC, a voluntary program is difficult to establish 
in all grades and all classrooms, however, a cumpulsory program 
would force uninterested teachers to participate which might 
be more harmful than gainful . 

Coercion won't work. That's my bias. 

This is a two part question. Accepting appointments on a voluntary 
basis has the advantage of working with curious, interested and 
generally excellent teachers. Compulsory participation acquaints 
many more with program but attitude commitment may be limited, 
neutral or even negative. 
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ITEM V 



O 

ERIC 



Enthusiasm is lost when something is required. 

Do not agree that it should be a separate subject. 

I feel that rather than have another subject, it would be better 
to utilize outdoor education in many subjects. 



I favor this approach. 



Camping program is required at the 6th grade level at 
The voluntairy integrated approach appeals to me. (Th- 
bag is full) But, of course, limits participation. 



lis time, 
urriculum 



Our program has worked well on a voluntary basis. 

I believe we should expect all teachers to participate in out- 
door education. 

It must be real part of the individual teacher's program or 
it would not”b£ used any longer than if someone were enforcing 

its use. 

This idealistic. The approach I used for 10 years. The good 
teacher makes use of 0E. I now believe most of our teachers 
need administrative requirement. 

All teachers should include outdoor experiences during the year 

An attempt is made to see that all children participate whether 
staff member does or not • 



Do you believe that sufficient provisions, have been madf. ^n thg. 
way* of providing equipment , library, materials , etc . , and in making 
them readily available for teachers and pupils? 



1970 



11 : 14 : 



1971 



9 : 1 



High 



Low 



Comments: 



Van stays in garage most of time - not available to teac ® rs * 
Could use more equipment so will be available in local school 
when needed as a teacheable period comes. 



It has improved as time want on. This is a critical factor. If 
it becomes too laborious, teachers get discouraged and give up. 



Yes. 
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No problems until gardening time. Getting soil turned early 
was a problem. 

Too much restriction by Worthington Administration on use of 
equipment , i.e. the mobile supply room (van) making it difficult 
for well-qualified persons in Westerville e.g< to use it. 

Every reasonalble effort was made to publicize these materaals 
and pieces of equipment available to them. 

If anything this project was over-equipped through the directors 
desire to use up all available Title III funds. 



ITEM VI Do you be lieve that adequate arrangements have been made so 
3£L t£ have transportation readily and convenient ly available 
when needed? 

1970 : 9 : 4 : 5_: 3_: 

1971 : 8 s 6 : 2 : 4 : 1 : 

High Low 

Comments: 

No problem. 

Transportation arrangements have been restricted due to bus 
scheduling restrictions in the local districts. 

Until the budget tightening - Definately. 

Busses only available during off-run hours and with excessively 
long advance request. 

In Westerville, the levy didn’t pass, so we’ve had no field 
trips since January. 

Yes . | 

Busing has been a problem. 

Yes - much effort locally and at outdoor office. 



ITEM VII Do you believe that the facilities available and the land 

laboratories under development will be adequate and effective 
or efficient in meeting the objectives and goals of this program 
and of outdoor education as you know them? 



O 
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1970 : 9 : 9 ; 8 ; 1 : * 

1971 : 7 : 6 : 6 : 3_ : : 

Low High 

Comments: 

Yes - Good areas- 

We will, need to continue to expand. We cannot rest wher* wc *.re 

This depends on the subject being studied. You can't suudy <= 
young stream at many places, for example. 

Rome schools without facilities and areas for study. Some 
areas being preempted by other interests - buildings, parking, 
athletics. 

With the impetus toward a more total understanding of the en- 
vironment - No. As a place to study units appropriate to thi *. 
specific land lab and surrounding area - Yes. To be current 
it seems imperative to use the broad approach - include al_ 
rural, urban, suburban learning-teaching sites. 

Too far from home for us. We need our own in our district. 

Our land lab facilities are practically nil. 



O 

ERIC 



ITEM VIII In your opinion , does this project, make economical use of. 
personnel , materials , time , and financial resources? 

1970 ; 7 : 9 : 8 : i_ : 

1971 : 4 : 11 : 6 : 1 J ' 

High Low 

Comments : 

Those who question the affirmative to this are people who have 
never conducted learning experiences in an outdoor situation. 

Now it does (Since Mid-year of 1970-71 school year.)! 

Devoted, zealous workers. 

Personnel and material are spread too thin. 

Some major purchases were made before major objectives were 
established. . 

The personnel should come into all buildings several times a year. 
Yes. 

I do not know anything about the finances. 



E 14. 



17 



ITEM IX In your opinion , has there been good cotnmunicat ions, between j^e 
schools , those responsible for this program , and v ario u s public 
groups (civic organizations , lay—citiz ens , taxpayers , ate « ) 



1970 


: 3 : 


4 : 13 : 


4 


: 5 : 


1971 


: 1 : 


5 : 5 


10 


: 1 : 


High 






Low 



Comments " 

Needs improvement l 

There has been good communlcat ion between schools and program, 
but I don't know if the taxpayers, etc. know much. 

Not always, but lately it has been better. 

Not much parental, taxpayer, etc., interchange. 

Not as good as it should be. Those who are informed seem to 
be enthusiastic supporters - but not enough are thus informed. 
Mostly via camping experience of their children. 

This has consistently been a shortcoming. The director was 
grossly lacking in this area. One staff member initiated nearly 
all news releases on his own. 



ITEM X 



Based on the reports you have received and %qur, own invest igat i on , 
does this project appear to be receiving public Interest and sugpo 



1970 


: 5 : 10 : 


9 : 


2 : : 


1971 


: 3 : 7 : 


7 : 


3 : 1 : 




High 




Low 



Comments: 

Resident camp experience was particularly well received. 

Public interest and support is high. Administrative interest 
and support vacillates between weak and none. 

In Worthington more so than in Westerville and Grandview. In 
all - too slowly to survive as intended in the grant application. 

Cut at Westerville, never much support in Grandview. Reduced 
participation in Worthington. 

No Complaints. 

Parents of campers very favorably impressed. 
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ITEM XI 



Generally , does this program make sense to you, as a. taxpayer , 
citizen , parent , representative of the community , etc . ? 



1970 


: 18 : 


8 : 


1 : 


• 1 • 

• X • 


1971 


: 13 : 


8 : 


1 : 


• • 

• • 




High 






Low 



Comments : 

Plan should be projected for several years in advance so we who 
go will know what to expect. Every new teacher should be briefed 
on the progrmm each year. 

As a citizen, taxpayer and classroom teacher, 1 can think of 
things which our surburban schools need more. 

It is rather expensive considering the number served and taking 
into account other needs. 

I am not without bias. I believe it has tremendous potential. 

We have lived in cubicles too long. 

Yes. 

One can hope 

Has realized many objectives of the original grant and has the 
potential of being a most relevent approach to teaching and 
learning . 

Outdoor education is tangible, concrete learning. 

School age children are quite seriously concerned about the 
environment and its future. These young people are the prime 
targets for cur programs and seem to be easily motivated in 
these concerns. 
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XII Programs like this one include various parts. React to each of the 
following listed parts of this program: (VG - very good; N - no 

opinion; P - poor; D - disapprove). 

1970 N=* 29 1971 N« 22 

Number of replies 



a. 



b. 



c. 



Employment of an outdoor education 


VG 


G 


director, teachers, clerical 


1970 


22 


4 


assistance, etc. 


1971 


14 


8 


Publication of : 


Manual for the Outdoor 


1970 


17 


ii 


Teacher 


1971 


14 


8 


The Newsletter 


1970 


15 


11 




1971 


8 


12 


Outdoor Study Units 


1970 


11 


11 


1971 


15 


7 


Workshops and orientation 


1970 


24 


5 


sessions to inform teachers 
of outdoor education, the 


1971 


18 


3 



program , land laboratories > 
and outdoor teaching tech - 
niques . 




1 



2 

3 1 



1 



d. 



e. 



f . 
S* 



h. 



i. 



available to teachers. 

Moving the headquarters of the 
program to the building on the 



The resident program at the 
sixth grade level. 

The land laboratories that 
have been developed or are in 
the process. 

The role of outdoor teachers 
in assisting teachers to 
prepare, conduct, and follow- 
up outdoor experiences. 

Cooperation between the 
three school districts in 
conducting this program. 



1970 


13 


11 


2 


1 


1971 


8 


*7 


2 


4 


1970 


20 


6 


2 


1 


1971 


11 


5 


3 


2 


e. 










1970 


15 


10 


3 


1 


1971 


18 


2 


1 




1970 


9 


13 


3 


4 


1971 


7 


11 


2 


2 


1970 


11 


11 


2 


5 


1971 


9 


13 






1970 


10 


13 


5 


1 


1971 


2 


6 


10 


3 



D 
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H 



VG 



G 



8 

10 



P 



D 



j . CooperaCion betveen the program 1970 7 

and other educational agencies 1971 
(teacher training institutions, 

etc. ) 

k. Cooperation between the program, 1970 9 

the school, the park districts, 1971 3 

and other agencies in jointly 

planning various programs. 



N 



8 

9 



6 

3 



LI 5,3 

9 8 2 
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ITEM XIII - In what ways have your earlier expectations, for. 

this program been unrealized and / ox exceeded. ? 

Comments: 

Expected much greater cooperation among the administrators of all three 
districts. 

Expected more physical development of facilities. 

Did not expect such favorable support from parents of students involved 
in t! program. 

The program was presented to us in a fine manner. We could have in 
tensified the program at the local level with a little more effort. 

The three man staff was excellent. 



Program has suffered the last two years from lack of direction and leadership. 

I had hoped to gain much. in the association with the staff members. Un- 
fortunately I found they had far less training and background than I. 



Program exceeded expectations in Total Growth (personal and professional) 
in workshops, in work with primary grades, find materials produced. 

Unrealized expectations are lack of public relations for informed support, 
little contact at secondary level, lack of workable director and staff 
communications and continuation as a staff in cooperative arrangement. 



Positive: Teacher interest good, resident program grew too fast, much 

teacher participation in workshops etc# 

Negative: Only one person retained, only one district continuing, land 

lab development far less than hopes, no use of mobile supply room. 



I have not yet seen the manual we worked on last year. Lack of trans 
portation has hurt us. 



I wish there could be more learning experiences provided for the primary 
youngsters. 

The sixth grade resident program has been great. Inservice work with 
teachers has also been especially good. 



Above expectations. 



The land lab development was a disappointment. 

Good workshops. Provided basic knowledge of methods, techniques. 

Would like to have full week of camping, but most teachers don't want 
this. Personnel have been terrific in cooperating. 

Three fulltime people should conduct "more" program than one one-half 
t ime former director. Personal ambitions are put ahead of the best 
interests of tri-district students in some cases. 



XIV What specific recommendat ions do you have to make about 
this program? 

Comments : 

Closer ties with central OE staff with teachers. Need for evaluation 
and sharing with the teachers of results cf outdoor resident education. 

Administrative consideration of outdoor education, not as a supplementary 
frill, but as necessary part of the curriculum. Perhaps consideration 
of part-time employment of teachers in the three districts as members 
of the OE staff. This would ensure concern for the children's best 
educational program first as well as help fit OE into the existing 
curriculum. 

Keep it up One week of camping (ROE) mandatory at 6th grade. Tree 

nursery on outdoor education land laboratory. 

That each school system do their own program. 

? 

Continue the present program— looking always for ways to improve. 
Continue it and expand it. 

Hopefully the program will be continued. 

More presentations to teachers in own schools. 

I would like to see it continued but with the financial crisis in 
Westerville, it's doubtful there. The program is a very good one. They 
do a fine job. 

More work in the further development of the OE building as a nature 
center. More pre-trip materials (A-V) for the units and field trips 
already created. More public relations. 



I felt perhaps the staff from the outdoor education office was spread 
too thin over the three districts. 

Forget the cooperative effort across school district lines. One 
district encountering internal problems can adversly affect the whole 
program in spite of the efforts of the other districts. This program 
should become independent and contract its program and service to 
many districts. 

Continued field experiences - classes away from schools should be 
continued. Carefully prepared new outdoor work units such as the 
Terrarium could be extended and additional work units prepared* 
Cooperative projects could come from community involvement. 



INITIATORS’ SUMMARY 



Generally, this group seemed satisfied with the program and 
continued to be supportive of it. They expressed much regard for the 
idea of outdoor education and provided numerous suggestions about ways 
this program might have functioned differently to enable it to have 
reached more children and teachers. 

Most of these respondents seemed pleased with the job that 
had been done by the staff, their inservice workshops, the reception 
given the resident programs, the published materials and many of the 
other services that had been rendered . 

On the other hand, individuals pointed out a variety of 
weaknesses or negative factors— such as (a) the failure to find a way 
to effectively use the "van," (b) decisions in one district to cut 
back field trips, (c) difficulty encountered in arranging for trans- 
portation, (d) getting delivery when promised, especially with the 
garden project, (e) failure to sufficiently develop some of the land 
laboratories, (f) maintenance of some equipment items and inability 
to locate other items, (g) the handling of funds — or the availability 
of funds for some purposes and not for others, (h) the lack of co- 
operation between the districts with persons in each feeling he was 
not getting his share or that one or the other of the districts had 
a better deal, (i) the role and the effect of the former director 
prior to and subsequent to his resignation at mid-year, (j) the lack 
of firm commitment to continue on the part of the districts and some 
administrators with the demoralizing ("holding action") or lame duck 
effect, and (k) lack of involvement with the high schools, and many, 
many others. 

As one examines the replies of the INITIATORS, he notes a 
definite gain from one year to the next in the way this group perceives 
the Value of this program; in regard to (1) the qualifications of the 
outdoor education staff, (2) the economical use of personnel, materials, 
funds, etc., (3) the extent to which the program makes sense, (4) the 
employment of outdoor education staff, (5) the resident program, (6) 
the role of the outdoor teachers in assisting classroom teachers, and 
(7) the value of the outdoor study units. 

However, there was a loss in the way in which they perceived 
(1) provisions for making materials available, (2) the adequacy of 
the facilities and land labs (3) the public interest and support, and 
(4) cooperation: between the districts and between the program and 
various agencies.. 

Although the INITIATORS did not comment as extensively this 
year as they did in 1970, they did provide suggestions for improvement. 
Generally, they called for the continuance of outdoor education in these 
schools — if not coordinated by a multi-district program, then coordinated 
by local district operated programs. 

Interestingly, several INITIATORS gave responses that seem to 
indicate that they were unaware of decisions that had been made about the 
future of the program and the reasons that were being given for such 
decisions. 
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II THE ASSISTEES 



The attitudes or positions of the principals and teachers 
(categorized as the program Assistees) were believed of major im- 
portance in Evaluation. 

1. Program objectives focused on the development of 
favorable teacher attitudes about outdoor and con- 
servation education. 

2. Antecedent to the use of the project and outdoor or 
conservation experiences are favorable attitudes toward 
them. If principals or teachers are negative and see 
the project and experiences of little value, neither 
will be used. 

3. The program was considered a service to t richer s and 
administrators to assist them In meeting tne schools' 
educational objectives, particularly in cot^s ervation 
and outdoor education. Hence, they were a-iaong the best 
qualified to render decisions about it as. ts impact 
upon them and their students. 



Instruments were constructed to solicit informs :ion from per- 
sons in this group in regard to the project and their 4 . inceptions of 
change in their students. In addition to the instruments, a personal 
interview was conducted in all three school districts to aid in deter- 
mining the reaction of the Assistees. The opinions gained through 
these interviews will be expressed throughout the following section. 



Principals 

The Principals’ Evaluation Opinionnaire (see Appendix A for 
tabulation) was completed by eighteen, of the principals in 1971 com- 
pared with sixteen in 1970. 

The respondents as a group appeared to have a positive reaction 
toward outdoor education and outdoor experiences. Fifty percent or 
more checked one of the two highest columns regarding the importance of 
outdoor education on five of the six areas t (1) concept formation, 

(2) to develop concerns about environment, (3) to clarify understand- 
ing, (5) as a change of pace, and (6) as a motivating experience. 

Only one area, (A) to improve social relationships, received less than 
a majority of high ratings. The highest ranking area was (2) to develop 
concerns about the environment, and (6) as a motivating experience re- 
ceived the next highest ranking. In reviewing the rankings for 1970 
and 1971 and the impressions received from interviews, there seemed to 
be in 1971 a greater tendency on the part of the principals to take 
more a middle of the road ranking (third place on a scale of five) . 
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The principals checked few deterrents as having ’’high" 
importance to the teacher’s use of the outdoors. Again, the center 
ranking (third place on a seals of five) showed the greatest increase. 
The items receiving a "low" ranking as a deterrent were: restric- 

tive school policies", "negative attitudes by peers", "liability con- 
cerns", "lack of suitable sites or apperatus" and "teacher a lack 
of ability to handle a large group of children outdoors". 'Scheduling 
difficulties" seemed to be more a deterrent in 1971 than they were in 
1970. The responding principals indicated that the two most impor- 
tant deterrents were those of "lack of understanding about the out- 
doors" and a "lack of time with too much to c over -" In a review of 
the figures Ibr 1970 and 1971, along with opinions expressed in inter- 
views, the latter two deterrents are gradually reversing to the middle 
sad low side of ranking concerns. 

Regarding the Tri-District Project the responding principals 
generally approved of the project. Seventeen principals strongly 
agreed" (or "agreed") with the statement that "The workshops, 
i. ast _tu’.es , etc* were an important step" and that "We should continue 
to develop our land laboratories, making them more available and use- 
ful o teachers and children." In the interviews the opinion was ex- 
pressed that greater care to maintain the land laboratories was needed. 

Thirteen of the principals agreed (or strongly agreed) with 
the statements: "Efforts to inform teachers of the services available 

to them through the program were adequate", "Publications are useful 
and needed", and "The program seemed to be gaining the acceptance of 
the teachers." 

Eleven of the respondents agreed (or strongly agreed) with the 
statements that "Generally the public is aware of the program" and that 
"The facilities now housing the program appear adequate." Of extreme 
importance was the response to the statement, "In my opinion, this is a 
worthwhile program and one that should be continued even after federal 
funding is discontinued." Seven principals strongly agreed, five 
agreed, one had no opinion, one disagreed and one strongly disagreed. 

Ihe interviews with the administrative staff indicated a 
general approval for continuing the program if the school districts 
concerned could afford the additional expense. The school principals 
also indicated that the existing practice of having the outdoor per- 
sonnel come into the schools on a regular basis was of great value in 
preplanning, scheduling and gaining general awareness to the program. 

A general feeling of support was expressed by the administration for 
some or all forms of the program. This would indicate a consistency 
with the opinionnaire that there is support to the program at the 
administrative level. 



Teachers 

March of 1971, as in 1970, a Teachers’ Evaluation Opinion- 
naire was sent to a sample of elementary and secondary teachers 



to learn: (1) the importance attached to conservation and outdoor 

education, (2) what were believed to be the deterrents to the use of 
the outdoors and land laboratories, (3) attitudes about aspects of 
the project and (4) opinions about continuing the project. (See 
Appendix B and C for tabulations.) Sixty-seven of the elementary 
teachers and thirty-three of the secondary teachers in the sample 
responded. The completed instruments were anonymously returned to the 
evaluator by mail. 

An interview also was conducted with a sample of the teachers 
being selected in each of the districts involved in the project. The 
opinions expressed wn these -.nterviews will be given tboughout the 
following section. 

(L) Value of Outdoor Education and Outdoor Experiences . Few 
of the teachers that replied to the opinnionaire attached a low im- 
portance to outdoor education and outdoor experiences for any of the 
listed areas: (1) concept formation, (2) to develop concerns about 

environment, (3) to clarify understandings , (4) co improve social 
relationships, (5) as a charge of pace, or (6) as a motivating ex- 
perience. In both the elementary and secondary teacher returns almost 
all of the six areas received a stronger rating in 1971 than they did 
in 1970. The only areas that showed a slight decrease were the items, 
"motivating experience" and "improvement of social relationships, 
which were decreased on the secondary teachers' opinionnaire. 

In the interviews with the elementary teachers there was a 
strong backing for the values gained by outdoor experiences. Ihe 
ability for children to discover new areas of study as well as new 
levels of competency within the students also was expressed by the 
teachers. 

(2) Deterrents . Determining what teachers perceived as deter- 
ring them from using the outdoors and land laboratories was believed 
to be an indicator in evaluation and of value to the project personnel. 
Thought to be the least important of the items listed (see Appendix 
B and C) were: (1) negative attitudes by supervisors and peers, (2) 

my own inability to handle large groups outdoors, and (3) liability 
concerns", ranked in this order. The most important deterrents listed 
were: (1) scheduling difficulties and (2) lack of time with too much 

to cover. 

£L1 of the eight areas listed showed signs of improvement in 
1971 (except the scheduling problem) in that a higher percent of the 
teachers were checking the low end of the scale for the areas. The 
greater emphasis by the project personnel toward getting elementary 
teachers directly involved in the project had a positive effect which 
shows up as an increasingly low rating (see Appendix C) in (1) my own 
lack of understanding about the out-of-doors and (S) lack of time with 
t.co much to cover. The high school teachers still feel a concern re- 
garding "too much to cover in too little time", the scheduling problem 
and a resistant school policy. 
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In interviewing 5 the K-6 teachers indicated that on-the-school- 
site workshops would be of great value. The idea of having the outdoor 
education personnel in the school in a regular schedule teas very well 
received. The readers indicated that more preplanning could go into 
the preparation for the sixth grade resident experience fey the out- 
door education staff. However,, in interviewing the teachers, a positive 
picture was painted for the program and a genuine hope that some form 
of outdoor education and outdoor experiences could be continued. The 
teachers seemed to feel that they would use the program uore and more 
as they become more comfortable with this method of instruction. 

Some of the unsolicited comments on the opinion .aire, which 
have not previoully been expressed in this evaluation, ware: 

1. Heed for in-depth workshops which are well planned 
and geared for various grade levels . 

2. Development of different activities for various grade levels- 

3. Heed for constant effort in maintrnance and develop- 
ment cf land laboratories. 

4. Heed for a program designed for the high school level. 

5. Monthly checklist of activities which could be carried on 
in that month. 

6. Promptness on the part of resource personnel. 

(3) Tri-District Outdoor Education . Eight statements were 
made on the opinionnaire about aspects of the Tri— District programs 
(see Appendix B and C) . The teachers responded by checking: (1> strongly 

agree, (2) agree, (3) no opinion, (4) disagree, or (5) strongly disagree. 

Ninety-three percent of the teachers agreed (choices 1 or 2) that 
"workshops, and other efforts of the outdoor education staff to familiarize 
teachers with the out-of-doors and outdoor teaching approaches appear 
to be an important step in the right direction." Only three percent 
disagreed. The percentages were based upon the number of opinionnaires 
returned; some persons did not respond to all items. 

Seventy— five percent indicated that "the publications (curriculum 
guides and resource guides, . . .) of the type being produced by program 
personnel are useful and needed." Eight percent disagreed or strongly 
disagreed. Fifty-four percent of the respondents agreed with the state- 
ment that "the facility now housing the outdoor education program appears 
adequate and likely to increase the program's impact." Seven percent 
disagreed, and thirty-eight percent checked "no opinion."' 

Hinety- three percent of the respondents agreed with "we should 
continue to develop our land laboratories, making them more available 
and useful to teachers and children." About one percent of the 
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respondents disagree, arc six percent had no opinion* Efforts to 
inform teachers of the services available to them through the pro- 
gram have been adequate according to nearly sixty percent of the 
teachers* Not so, accc:. iru; to twenty-four percent who either dis- 
agreed :r strongly disagreed. 

Sixty-two percent said "this program seems to be gaining the 
acceptance of the teachers generally." Six percent either disagreed 
or strongly disagreed* More than thirty percent had no opinion. With 
'•generally, the public is aware of the program and supportive", twenty 
five percent said yes, forty percent checked no opinion, and twenty- 
five percent either disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

Of extreme imr;orcance, in the Evaluator * a judgement, were 
responses to the item in my opinion, this is a worthwhile program 
and one that should be continued even after federal funding is dis- 
continued." Fprty-f* 3 of the elementary teachers agreed or strongly 
agreed, three had no opinion, and five disagreed. At the high school 
level f . thirty-one gave their approval, two had no opinion, and two 
disagreed. 

In ordei: to sqpp jnent the data obtained from the Teachers* 
Evaluation Opinionnaire, the outdoor education staff (at the suggestion 
of the Evaluator) constructed an instrument called the Outdoor Educa- 
tion Teachers 1 View to obtain the reaction of teachers known to be 
using the outdoors and the project. The percent response to the items 
is given for both years, 1970 and 1971, in Appendix D. 



Sum mary 

. Some comments expressed in several of the interviews that were 
general in nature and took in the total program follow: 

1. In the final year of federal funding of the program, if 
the director had spent more time ,, selling" the program, 
the program might have survived as originally planned. 



2. The outdoor personnel still need to go out to the teachers 
and "sell" the program. 

3. More inservice work needs to be done. 

4. A sharing of equipment between all three districts might 
hold together the Tri-District concept and possibly start 
a new program, with strong leadership.* 

5. A committee should be formed to aid in administering the 
program as well as in developing new materials to help 
generate the feeling among the teachers that this is 
their progra m. 



6 . 



Better publicity (e.g. pictures in the local media showing 
children involved in the program) would help the program. 
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3 present personnel do a fine job of covering the large 
-nands that are placed upon the two of them, 

i.a resident program is felt by most people to be of 
eat value and should be continued. 

oae local people other than teachers and administrators 
stressed the feeling that the outdoor education program 
should be continued. 

In rs~iew of the statistics and personal interviews, there 
-seems to bs gh regard for the program by both teachers and adminis- 
trators, fr.r: ?•„_« most part. Some of the problems which existed last 
year at thi~s _~ae seem to have been corrected. Naturally, there are 
some new prr ,nns since the federal funds have been discontinued. 

The local - a contacted feel that the outdoor education, program 

should be r ~ -inued , if not jointly among the districts, then certainly 
singly with!, each district. In general, the attitudes toward outdoor 
education sn_. the outdoor experiences seem to be positive. 

Inservice training - Perhaps there was no phase of Tri— District 
(or of any outdoor— conservation project of this nature) more critical 
than that of it's program to provide teachers with the knowledge, skills, 
attitudes, ant competencies needed to work in the field and in the lard 
laboratories. Although the staff could work with children from time 
to time and help to resource teachers wanting special assistance, the 
real impact depended upon the inservice program. 

This program was designed to help to (1) familiarize teachers 
with the program and its services, (20 increase their ecological 
understandings and understandings of outdoor and conservation education, 
(3) change attitudes, and (4) provide know how. Interviews with persons 
associated with the project disclosed that the inservice program was 
successful with respect to the teachers it reached, and that the impact 
of this prcr-am would last longest. One administrator commented, "We 
now have a sadre of interested teachers who can work outside the class- 
room." 



However, teachers continued to point to their lack of under- 
standing of the out-of-doors as a primary deterrant for not going 
outdoors (Appendices A, B, and C.) 

Among the major formalized efforts in the inservice area dur 
ing the 1970-71 school year were: 

C lanization of a graduate level workshop in environmental 
e& .aion through the School of Natural Resources at Ohio 
State University that met at the: outdoor education center. 

A summer workshop extending over a one week period in which 
thirty-three Tri-District teachers participated. 
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Several "week-end" workshops during the year in which 
participants were provided some released time either on 
Thursday or Friday of the week to permit them to attend. 

An Evaluation Opinionnaire : Outdoor Education Workshops was 

used with all workshop participants, and in additional summer workshop 
opinionnaire devised by project staff was used to ascertain the strengths 
and/or weakness of that particular workshop. 

Simmer Workshop. Appendix Ej^ contains a percentage tabulation 
of the replies of the 33 participants of the summer workshop. Note that 
four-fifths or more of the participants agreed with the statements. 

The workshop content correlated with the pre— registration 
material 1 received. 

I learned to use equipment with which 1 had no previous ex- 
perience. 

As a result of the workshop I have more confidence in con- 
ducting outdoor activities. 

The equipment and teaching materials were adequately 
demonstrated . 




The daily schedule was closely followed. 

An examination of the individual opinionnaire reveals that 
only one or two of the participants was decidedly negative in general 
after the workshop. Only one person strongly disagreed with the 
statement "Workshops like this should be available to others in the 
future." In fact, 31 of the participants agreed or strongly a greed 
with the statement. 

Some strengthening, perhaps, could have been done as indicated 
by responses to items : 

The workshop introduced me to outdoor study units which 

I have used with my class. 

Because of the workshop X have contacted the Vri— District 

Outdoor Education office for assistance. 

Outdoor education is a teaching technique for science. 

There was sufficient opportunity for individual participation 

in outdoor activities. 



Workshops in general . Seventy of the teachers who participated 
in workshops conducted during the year completed an evaluative question- 
naire in May, 1971. Their responses may be found in Appendix E 2 . 
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An exceedingly high number of these participants (55 or more 
checking the positive two columns) said that (1) they learned much, 

(2) the subject matter, methods and skills will be very useful, (3) 
the instructors were always well informed and had excellent knowledge 
of the subject, and (4) the subject matter was up to date, etc. etc. 

Some teachers fe.lt the Workshops in which they participated 
were really for beginners and would have preferred workshops in depth 
in a particular area. Forty-six of the seventy said the workshop in 
which they participated should be required for elementary teachers. 
Twenty-nine said it should be required of secondary teachers ; but a 
few others said it should be dropped. Only a few said they were not 
Interested in another workshop. 

Several persons said that their attitude toward the "esthetic 
value and educational value of outdoor education" was. unchanged as a 
result of the workshop. They pointed out that their attitude was OK 
in the first place — this was the reason they were there in the first 
place . 



Items selected randomly from replies to the open ended 
questions provided further insight into their reactions to components 
of the program (Appendix E 2 > . Participants identified the phases of 
the workshop they thought most beneficial, least valuable, indicated 
areas in which they "could use" in-depth workshops and provided comments 
and suggestions. Persons in Tri— District schools considering similar 
workshops in the future should check these responses . 

Snrmary . In service Training . In previous evaluative reports, 
the inservice training program was seen as one of the most significant 
challenges and opportunities for the project and thought to be one of 
the most important services it could render . In the third year , 
this continued to appear to be true. 

However, in a voluntary program, and even if reimbursements 
and various types of inducements are provided , the persons partici- 
pating a.:e often the ones needing the work the least. Although the 
workshops may have reached many of the new, the curious, and the un- 
informed, it probably did not reach those with negative attitudes and 
those unwilling to deviate from their traditional course material and 
the classroom approaches in which they felt most secure. The Evaluator 
sees no solution for this problem in programs in which services are 
provided on a voluntary basis to teachers when those responsible for 
the implementation of the program are in staff positions and not in 
the chain of command. The answer, according to Hug, is to place those 
responsible for the program in a line position rather than a staff 
position. 




^PeJUkOnat tetter fyiom John Hug , April 21, 1971, to Evaluator 
Jin re&pome to evaluation questionnaire. Hug was one the. original 
consultants largely .responsible far the origination o& the Tr i-Vistrict 
program. He is now Director Bear. Run Nature. Reserve. A project o& 
(Uestern Pennsylvania Conservancy; 
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Ill RECIPIENTS 



An important component in the evaluation of any educational 
program is its impact on the children or the recipients. In many 
cases this impact has been difficult to identify or to measure and 
evaluators have had to rely upon test scores or upon the perceptions 
of teachers, parents, and the children as to the impact. Further- 
more, programs of conservation and outdoor education such as Tri- 
District focus upon interests, attitudes,, and appreciations rather 
than the acquisition of specific inf ormaticn or memorization of 
"facts.” As yet, we lack satisfactory tests with which to measure 
outcomes in the affective areas such as these. 

Nevertheless, in this phase of the Evaluation — the Impact 
of the program on the RECIPIENTS— the following were utilized: 

1, The INVENTORY OF ATTITUDES, INTERESTS AND APPRECIATIONS 
and the INTEREST INVENTORY were administered to a sampling 
of Tri-District students in the spring of 1969 and again 
in the spring of 1970. 

2. Children, parents, and teachers were asked to react to 
the program — particularily the resident experience— 

and the impact they perceived it to have on the children. 

Testing, of Pupils 

3he Evaluator has worked for several years with two instru- 
ments, The Inventory of Attitudes, Interests and Appreciations and 
the Interest Inventory (See Appendix F) in an attempt to develop an 
instrument that will identify changes In (1) the scientific attitude, 
(2) appreciation of science and nature, (3) certain science skills, g 
and (4) interests in science, the out-of-doors and the environment. 
These instruments, inadequate as they were, were administered to 
several groups of Tri-District children on a before camp— after camp 
basis, and to several hundred other children, some in schools actively 
participating in conservation — outdoor education and some in schools 
participating very little. This was done both in the spring of 1969 
and 1970. 



The purpose was to learn if change occurred (as measured or 
identified by these instruments) as a result of the camping experience. 
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